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.INTRODUCTION
This paper examines the occupational distributions in the

Compréhensive Employment and Tragning Act (CETA) and the wage
,imblications of these distributions for men and women of.different
racial and ethnic origins. Our d;taicome from two separate projects on
CETA, both conducted for the National Commission on Employment Policy.
One (Berryman et al., 1981)[ 1] ;ssessed the nature and equity of men's
and women's experiences in CETA, a substantial part of the study being
devoted to CETA's occupati9nal desegreéation record for women. The
seco;d (Berryman' and Waité, 1982) (2] asségsed ethnic and racial

’

differences in CETA experiences, focusing on whites, blacks, d4nd -

‘ —_ ‘
hispanics and on hispanic subgroups.

CETA's occupatiéngl desegregation record for women is important for
several reasons. First, one of CETA's legislated purposes is to improve
the economic prOSpec;s of its clients. 'As we know, substantfally more
female than male occupations pay poverty level wages. [3] Persistent
occupational segregation parallels the persistent male-female wage
differehtia}, and differences in male and female occupational
distributions account for over a quarter of the wage differential.f&]

" [1]Sue E. Berryman, Winston K. Chow, and Robert M. Bell, CETA: Is
It Equitable for Wamen? The Rand Corporation, N-1683-NCEP, May 1981.

[2]Sue E. Berryman and Linda J. Waite. -Hispanics and CETA: Issues
of Access, Distribution, and Equity. The Rand Corporation,

forthcoming.
: [3]1sabel Sawhill, "Discrimination and Poverty among Women Who Head
Familif:;:’jﬂ Martha Blaxall and Barbara Reagan (eds.), Women and the

Workplage”; The University of Chicago Press, 1976, pp. 201-211.
fZ]Barry Chiswick, J. Fackler, June 0'Neill, and Solomon Polacheck,

"The Effect of Occupation on Race and Sex Differences in Hourly
Earnings," Proceedings of the American Statistical Association, 1974,
PP.- 219-228. .
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Even when labor force attachment is controlled, women also have much

flatter lifetime earnings profiles than men.[5] Theoretical arguments(6]
and fragmentary evidence[7] implicate occupational segregation in these
profile differences. Male, but not female, occupations seem associated
Qith career paths that éarry wage increases.

Second, poverty in the United States is becoming increasingly

i
i

! female poverty,,primarily as the result of the increasing number of
female-headed households and the reiationship between households of this
kind and poverty.[8] Thus, from the economic perspective, the issue of
occupations and wages for women is not transitory.

, Third, CETA has represented a major federal lever for affecting
occupational desegregation for women and women's wages. From FY74-FY80
19 million individuals entered CETA in job training 6}‘employment
capacities, somewhat less thfn half of these being women. Thus, over

)

time CETA has had the chance of affecting the occupatiénal p;eferences

and skills of large numbers of women.

[5]1sabel V. Sawhill, "The Economics of Discrimination A}ainst
Women: Some New -Findings," Journal of Human Resources, Vol. 8, Fall
1973, pp. 383-396.

[6]Wendy C. Wolf and Rachel Rosenfeld, "Sex Structure of
Occupations and Job Mobility," Social Forces, Vol. 56, No. 3, March
1978, pp. ,823-844. , '

[7]Nancy S. Barrett, "Wgmen in the Job Market: ' Occupations,
Earnings, and Career Opportunities,” in Ralph E. Smith (ed.), The Subtle
Revolution, The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C., 1979, p. 39.

[8]From 1969 to 1979 the pércent of female-headed households of all
races increased by a third. For whites and hispanics, the increase was
about 25 percent; for blacks, over 40 percent. Although the chances
that a household of this kind was poor declined slightly over the
decade, in 1979 they were still very high: 30 percent for all races and
almost 50 percent for black female-headed households. (Tables 216 and
30, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-20,
No. 363. Population Profile of the United States: 1980, U.S. Government

Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1981). ’
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Finally, CETA flows from early federal manpower programs of the

1960s and can be expected to affect future federal training and

gemployment programs. Thus, even if CETA is virtually disgmantled under

~

the Reagan administration, its occupational desegregation record for

4
women is of more than historic interest. As we show later, how CETA is

structured and how men and women are funneled through this structure

affects womeén's occupational options in CETA. Our experience with CETA

has implications for designing future programs that would increase

v

women's, exposure to less traditional occupations.
(v
p

The paper has five sections. The first briefly describes CETA's
legal structure--its titles, their legislated purposes, and eligibility
rules. The second describes the data base'used in the two studiei that
underlie this paper. Theé third shows how the CETA title under which
individuals enter CETA and their CETA activity (e.g., work experience)
affect their occupational options. The fourth documents CETA's
occupational désegregation record for white, black, and hispanic women,

and the final section shows the wage consequences of women's

occupational distributions in CETA. -

DESCRIPTION OF CETA TITLES AND ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

For simplicity and because of data restrictions, we deal only with
the formula-funded Titles of CETA: Titles I, II, and Title VI.[9] The
major services available under these Titles were basic skills, job

[9]These are the Title numbers before the 1978 reauthorization of
CETA and correspond to the post-reauthorization numbers of IIB, IID, and
VI. This paper does not include Title III because most slots in this
Title (Title IIIA or the Summer Youth Program) are jobs of short
duration, intended as & mechanism of income transfer, and without a
training component,

i
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training, and jobs, although, as we describe later, not all services are
available in all Titles. For example, basic skills and job training are
essentially restricted to Title I. The purposes of the jobs also vary

by Title. Most Title I jobs, called work experience, are income

transfer jgbs that are not expected to lead to unsubsidized employment.

Jobs in Titles II and VI, known as public sérvice employmeht (PSE) jobs,
are expected to lead to unsubsidiéed employment, although the economic
environments in which these jobs are offéfed presumably differ. Title
Il jobs are ava;ThblE\}n areas with‘high, lpng-term (structural)v
unemployment; Title VI jobs, in areas with short-term (cyclical)

nemp loyment. [10]

The eligibility by Title varied, although, as we d{§cu55“below,
Titles overlapped in their eligibility requirements. All ofvthe TitleS
had eligibilit¥ criteria of economic disadvantage, unde;employment, or
unemployment. For Title 1 eligibility was restricted to these
economically disadvéntaged or unemployed or underemployedl[ll] For
Title II individu?ls had to reside in areas of substantial unemployment.
They also had to be'unemployed‘for at least 30 days prior to application

or underemployed. ¢

[10]JTitle Il was targeted on regions with lingering unemployment.
Title VI was designed to reduce the presumably short-term upemployment
associated with the recession of the mid-1970's. However, as Mirengoff
. and Rindler.observe, the unemployment rate used to define an area's
eligibility for Title Il was surpassed iy most places by that used to
define an area's eligibility for Title VI funds. Thus, de facto the
distinction between the two Titles was eliminated. (William Mirengoff
and Lester Rindler, CETA: Manpower Progrdms Under Local Control,
National Academy of Sciences, Washington, D.C., 1978.)

[11]To receive one of the small number of PSE jobs in Title I the
individual had to be unemployed or underemployed. .

-
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Before January 1977 individuals were eligible for Title VI if they
Fad been unemployed for 30 days, or, if they resided in an area with
excessive unemploymeﬁt, had beén underemployed or unemployed for at
least ‘15 days. After January‘1977 the eligibility rules became more
complicated. However, in éeneral indiviQuafsvcould enter if thevaere:
(1) unemployed or underemployed; or (2) a member of an economically
disadvantaged family and (a) also a member of an AFDC family, or (b)
unemployed and an unemployment insurance recipient, or ineligible, or

~

“exhaustee.

DATA

The Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey (CLMS) -

Both studies on which this paper is based used CLMS data.—rThe

7 -

Bureau of the Census has conducted the CLMS quarterly since January
1975, sampling respondents from the previous quarter's new enrollees in
CETA. Respondents are sampled from fo;r CETA functional activities:
public service emplofaent, employability deveiopment, direct
geferraLs,[IZ] and yquth work experience (including summer ﬁrograms).
The CLMS has two main objectives. First, it is designed to obtain
characteristics of the CETA participants and the services they received,
thus proviéing data not available from the usual sources, the prime
sponsor reporting system. Second, the CLMS is infenged to measure the
effect of CETA programé on participants, including earnings and labor

force status.[13]

[12)In a direct referral, CETA refers the individual to a job
vacancy. The individual does not receive any other CETA services and
does not necessarily get the job to which he or she is referred.

*[13)The CLMS--sponsored by the Employment and Training
Administration--samples mainly decentralized CETA programs, i.e.,
forwula-funded programs operated by CETA prime sponsors. Thus, special

L § ,




The CLMS comprises an initial intake intervie&, an activity record

and several other interviews during and after the CETA enrollment. In

the initial interview, the CLMS determines what CETA service the
enrollee received (e.g., public service ‘employment) and, if the service
was a job or job training, the enrollee's occupation and wages. The

CLMS also obtains’iﬁformation on the enrollee's atti;udes toward

manpower programs And services received, what service and occupation the
{ . .
enrollee wanted f::r CETA, his/her trade or vocational training before

enterlng CETA, ve

ran status, marital status, number of dependents,

’

family compositiom, receipt of government transfef payments {food
12 » .
stamps, subsidized housing, AFDC, Supplemental Security Income,

N

unemp loyment benefi;s and other public assisthnce), the enrollee's
employment/schooling history in the preéVious year, wages or salary in
the last year, and personal and family income by source. The CLMS
contains information on the highest grade or year of regular school the
enrollee attended, whether that grade had been completed by the time of
CETA enrollment, and whether the enrollee had a high school equivalency
certificate or GED certificate. Our analysis rélies especially on
detailed daﬁa on the enrollee's ethn;c origin or descent and whether the
enrollee was limited in the amount or type of work he/she could 60

:

because of problems in speaking English. We use all of this information

/
inlvarious sections of our analysis, either as dependent or as .

igdependent variables.

- 3

)

purpose programs such as the Job Corps (Title IV, reauthorized as Title
IVB), Young Adult Conservation Corps (Title VIII), and several Title-III
(reauthorized as various Title IV) programs are not included in the CLMS
file.

/
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In our analyses, we use only data from the initial questionnaire

énd activity recoyd, since our purpose is to assess the services
provided within CETA and not to assess the impact of CETA services on
later outcomes. We i?cluded all CETA enrollees ;prveyed by the CLMS

» during the period Octobetr 1975 through September , 1978 in order to: (1)
maximize the period covered by our analyses; and (2)}maximize the number

of cases available for analysis.[14] In each quarter} the CLMS sampled

between 3500 and 4000 CETA enrollees and completed initial interviews

with 3300 to 3600. To give us sufficiént numbers of observations for
race/ethnic groups by sex we combined (pooled) information for ail

quarters in the October 1975 to September 1978 or March 1979 time period

(see footnote 7). 'Pooling observations across time periods provides

Ne

v large sample sizes which allow us considerable flexibility in the types
of analyses we do and allow us to disaggregate the sample by sex and
race/ethnicity. For the October 1975 to March 1979 period, the CLMS ,

contains approximately 42,000 initial intefviews.,
)

Analytic Strategy

We assessed the impact of race and ethnicity on enrollee's

experience in CETA in two ways.[15] Fitst, we estimated a general
[14]We begin with October 1975 because the CLMS did not regord CETA .
Title until the second quarter of fiscal year 1976 (6ctober 1975). The >
sample for the multivariate analysis ends with March 1979 because CETA
' was reauthorized in October 1978 and regulations governing the revised
P Act were released to prime sponsors in April 1979. Since those enrolled
in CETA in the third and fourth quarters of 1979 entered under revised
guidelines, the data for these quarters are not completely comparable
s with early data, and we eliminated them to insure comparability. The
sample for the cross-tabular analysis ends with September 1978 because .
data to this date only were available at the time this analysis was done
(Berryman et al., 1981). -
[15]We follow Census definitions; persons of hispanic origin may be
‘ of either race. We divide enrollees into whites (nonhispanic), blacks
. (nonhispanic) and hispanics of both race. We omit those of other races
w%p are not hispanic.

o~
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linear model of each CETA outcome separately for men and women in which

we éontrolled for all characteristics of the en?ollee and thelenrollﬂent
which were relejant for CETA assignment. Thi; model included a series‘
of dummy variables for race/ethnicity: white, black and hispanic. X ((;
Second, we performed an,qnalysig of covariance for each CEfA outcome in
which we tested for difference between race/ethnic groups in the slopé

coéfficients in the model. ,

CETA AS A SYSTEM OF OPPORTUNITIES o ' ,

We can think of CETA as a system for distributing opportunities of
* several kinds: . (l) partiqipation in CETA; (2) a CETk\serQice o}
activity--basic‘education,!job training in a classroom getting. on-the-
job training, work experience, and publié service employment; (3) an
occupation forlthose in jobs or job training; and (4) a CETA wage for
;those in jobs or job training. Since this papervfocuses on CETA's
con&f%gution to‘occupational desegregation for women, CETA occupations
are the resoqrce of primary concern. However,.to interpret the data on

occupations, it is important to understand that a CETA participant's

-
occupational aptions are constrained by his or her prior CETA title and
CETA service assignments,

.An individual enters CETA under a title and a CETA activity that is

-
authorized fag.that title. If the activity is jBb training or a job,

the individual is assigned to an occupation and receives a wage in

connection with it. Eligibility rules determine if an individual can
enter CETA and under what title. Although these rules vary for

different CETA titles, individuals can be eligible for more than one .

title, giving CETA prime sponsors some discretion in their title

‘

assignments,

Q | 1.1 . .
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Titles affect CETA service or activity assignments in that not all
v .
CETA services are available in all vitles. Titles IT and VI consist
only of public service employmeﬁt (PSE) jobs, and almost all of these
jobs occur in these two titles. Title I consists primarily of basic

education, job tfaining in a classroom settiné. 0JT, and work experibnce

activities, and these services occur only in Title I. In sim, Titles II

‘and VI imply a public service job; Title I, a basic education, job

training, or work exper}ence activity. .

As Table 1 shows, each CETA service has a different occupationél
structure and therefore different occupational assignment probabilities.
All of the occupations availab&é in CETA are-available in each éf the
services, but the occupstional emphases differ for each CBTA.servico.
Relative to the distributions for the other services, classroom traininé
has the, highest percent of clerical opegings;.OJT. the highaest pe;cents
of crafts and operatives options; work experience, the highest percent -~
of service jobs; and public service employment, the highest percents of
professional/technical and labbrer jobs. . \

Our analyses show that in FY76-78, relative to their eligibility,
women 18-65 years of age were underrepresented in all CETA titles for
all three fiscal years except Title I 1n FY78. Thus, women did not
receive CETA ;;sou;ées, including occupational experiences, at rates
commensurate with theif'eligibflity. .The di;crepancy between

eligibility and participétién was greater for Titles II and VI thdn for

Title 1.{16])

i {16}JAvailable elfgibility -stimates for this tid;—period are by sex
and by race and other ethnicity separately. Thus, we cannot assess
racial and ethnic differences in women's CETA participation, relative to
eligibility. We can note that, relative to ocligibility, whites are
under-represented and blacks are over-represented in all three titles,

.
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B CETA's Oc;upa§i6n81 Stfucfu;e_(Peréent),
- o o S T o + Public . :
Occupational - All CETA / Classroom : Work '~ Service = v .
+ Category(a) N, Activities Tralnlng 0JT. Experience  Employment
5 *Profe551onall ";;_ ' o ' : : 5 v
~ Technical = 10070 6.9 "4.9 6.7 . 15.8
. : , ,
Managerial/; T o , . B
Administrative 2.3 0.4 2.9 0.9 - 3.6
Sales Workers - 1.0 o102 3.7 . 0.9 ° - 0.3
 Clerical = 27.2 . 38.0 16.3. 32.1 ©23.5
. . ° » . . .

* Crafts 120 20.3 21.5° 6.7 10.3 -
Operatives 7.5 14.9 28.0 4.2 : S 2,17
Transportation )

Equipment : - R
Operatives 2.7 1.2 3.6 2.1 . 3.3
Laborers 152 12 86 . 13.8 22.0
. : ' o o . @
-.8ervice . 21.5 15.8 10.4 32.8 . - 19.0
‘'Total or, Average(b) 100.0 . 100.0 100.0 100.0 *°  100.0 '
(a)These are the one- d1g1t ‘census occupatlonal categories. They exclude
three categories that do not occur in the CETA occupational structure:
Farmers and Farm Managers, Farm Laborers and Superv1sors, and Private
Household Workers. : . -
(b)These may not add to 100 due to roundlng - o7 .
- PR
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When we looked at how female and male CETA participants distributed
across titles, a logistic regress10n showed that relative to men with
‘the same placement-relevant characteristics, women were more likely to
enter CETA under Title.I and less likely to enter CETA under Titles II‘d
and VI; Thus, they were more likely than men to regeive bas1c"
feducationh job training,:and work experience.serV1ces and<less.likely to
Y

getipublic service jobs. (

Although sex affected title assignment, Berry@an'and Waite (1982)

found fey:effects--andtno important effects--of racé/ethnicity on the. -
CETA title under which enrollees enter CETA. Whites of both sexes -’

» entered ‘CETA under Title I and II slightly more often than did blacks or

hispanics with similar characteristics. But these\d\fferences never
exceeded about 3 pegpentage points and, although statistically
significant, were hardly suhstantively so.
Aslnoted, Title I consists of seVeral CETA services: basic
'Qeducation in a classroom, job training in abclassroom setting, OJT, work
experience, and a small number of PSE jobs. ,Again, multivariate

analyses showed that race and ethnicity had no or only triv1al effects

on assignment to CETA services. However, relative to males in Title I

. . ' ' r, . .
‘women in this Title were placed more frequentl§\<2?:lassroom training

and work eXperience JObS and less “frequently in OJT and PSE jobs.

Although the percents declined across fiscal years, even in FY78 a third
of all women in CETA were in Title I classroom training

cw

Thus,,relative to men's occupational options, women's options were

more apt to be those associated with classroom training and work

I}

and hispanics are over-represented in Title I and under-represented in

Titles II and IV. 4 - ' .
. % Sy
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‘

experience. They WerevlessAapt to be those associated with OJT and PSE

jobs. / -

¢

We-would like to use multivariate afialyses to assess CETA's

v
~.

occupational sex segregation for racial and ethnic groups. Berryman et

al. do not provide multlvarlate analyses for these groups, and Berryman

and Waite do not provide.multivariate analyses of the trad1t10nal1ty of -

ocqupatlons for these groups.

The occupational measure used in Berryman and Waite was
occupational status, a measure that does not directly bear on
occupationgl] segregation. However, we can use our multivariate results

formthe effects of réce and éthnicit;_on CETA title, CETA service,
o

v v l -
draw tentative inferences about

i (3

occupaﬁional status, and CETA wages

‘these effects on’occupational segregation in CETA.

We have already noted few, if any, effects of race and ethnicity on

CETA title and service assignments. Our analyses of the impact of

A 4

race/ethnicity ‘on the ocFupational status of CETA jobs and job training

{
showed mixed results. We found'np differences among white, black and
hispanic males in status of job traih}ng but IOWerroccﬁpétional status
for white and black than for hispanic females, Aet of other
chéracteristics. For job‘staCQ§'we found lower scores for whites aqd
blacks of both sexes‘than for hispaniés; As before, the differences.
tended to be statistically significant but substantively unimportant.
The largest coefficient for race/ethnic groups appeared fo;#Llack
females in occupational status of job trainiﬁg and equaled five points

“

on ‘a hundred-point scale, the Duncan Socioeconomic Index.
4

Our results for race/ethnic differences in CETA wages reinforced

the conclusions we reached for occupational status. Among males in job

, 15
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training, we found no differences in wages, but among males in jobs,

black males received wages 4 percent lower than those of hispanic and
white males with comparable characteristics. For females, we found very
small differences--on the ordgr of 1 or 2 percent--but those that did

exist favored hispanics.

The analyses of covariance allowed us to test the hypothesis that

!

the proceés which determines CETA occupational status and wages depends

on race/ethnicity; We found evidence of-some rather minor differences.
These analyses showed different effects of the variables in the models
for race/ethnic groups on occupational status of CéTA job training for .
males but not for females and for status of CETA jobs for both maleg and
females. But few sizable differences appeared in individual
coeffigients in any of these models.

In sum, when we considered males and females separately, we found
small or no effects of race/ethnicity on CETA occupational status and
wages. These differences--where they existed--tended to favor hispanics
over blacks and whites.

The remainder‘of this paper focuses on CETA's occupational
distribution and its wage iﬁpllca:iohs by sex, without regard to race or
ethnicity. The conclusions from our multivariate analysis of the impact

of race;ethnicity on CETA exper.iences argue for this approach. In
i

_addition. analysis of two sexes and three race/ethnic groups becomes too
; ,

¢

cumbersome and unwieldy for the small gain in analytic detail we

receive. :

#4

b
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OCCUPATIONAL DESEGREGATION IN CETA

Since FY?& millions of adult women have participated i CETA. In
x v connection with the reauthorization of CETA in October 1978, CETA

l regulations directed prime sponsofs to reduce sex stereotyping in
employment and training. However, even prior to FY79, CETA--especially
Title I--was expected toVimprove tge economic prospects of its clients.
Since traditional female occupatidﬁs command low wages relative to mixed ' 7

.

and traditional male occupations, it is reasonable to look for evidence

that CETA tried to train and employ women in mixed and traditional male

/ .

occupations.
/

L ‘ In our description of CETA's occupational desegregation recgrd,

use the CETA regulatory definitions of occupational types: in

, ~traditional male occupation females constitute less than 25 pexcent of

that occupation's labor force; in a mixed occupation, 25 to percent;

and in a traditional female occupation, 75 percent or more.

Table .2 shows the distribution of CETA job holders among

traditional male, traditional female, and mixed CETA jobs by ;ex and

race. For FY76-78, although only about 10 pefcent of the women in CETA
jobs (work experience or PSE jobsj worked in tra@itional male jobs, CETA. -
placed about 25 percent in mixed occupations. Data published elsewhere
show that CETA's occupational desegregation record for job holders
iﬁproved across tﬁe thgae fiscal yéars, the percent of adult women

employed in traditional male CETA jobs increasing from 7 almost 12

percent, the percent in traditional female CETA jobs decreasing from 68

to 62 percent, and the percent in mixed jobs remaining stable (Berryman

.

et all., 1981). Adult females showed slightly more distributional change

across time than adult males, but meither sex showed large changes.

S\ ,




- 15 -
Table 2
DISTRIBUTION OF FY76-78 CETA JOB HOLDERS BY TRADITIONALITY

OF OCCUPATION AND SEX

(Percent)

Sex and Race/ Traditional Traditional

Ethnicity Male Female Mixed Total ,
. FEMALE : v
Total ©10.8 64.1 25.1  100.0
White 10.9  62.8 26.3  100.0
Black 11.9 YA 23.7  100.0 :
| ,/>//////’\\\ Hispanic 6.2 74.4 19.4  100.0
MALE
: ‘ : Total 71.1 8.3  20.7 100.1
. White 71.4 8.0 20.6 100.0
Black 70.5 8.2 21.6  100.1
Hispanic 701 . 110 18.9  100.0"

1
N

Table 3 shods”the distribution of those in CETA job training among
traditional male,. traditional female, and mixed occupations. CETA's
occupational desegregation fecord in job training may be a better test

_of its desegregation success than its record for job holders. Since

clients in job training presumably lack #wuman capital in any specific
*

occupation, prime s onsors' occupational assignments should be less
P P P P ; 4 v

- - .

. . constrained by clients' prior occupational investments.

‘. ,8 .
. ‘ -+ /
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Table 3

DISTRIBUTION OF F?76-7§ CETA TRAINEES BY TRADITIONALITY
OF "OCCUPATION AND SEX ‘

(Percent)

4

Sex an&lRace/ Traditional Traditional

Ethnicity Male Female Mixed Total
, FEMALE
Total 11.6 49.3 39.1  100.0
White 12.6 T 46.2 41,2 160.0
Black | 9.5 55.8 34.7  100.0
Hispanic 9.1 55.8 35.1  100.0
/ ,
MALE
Total 65.9 4.1 30.1 100.1
White . 68.1 3.0 28.9 100.0 - ,.
Black ' 63.3° 6.8 30.0 100.1
_Hispanic 57.1 6.5 36.4 100.0
Table 3 shows that while CETA trained about the same percent of .

women in traditional ma1§~occupations as it employed in those
occupations, it did train higher percents in mixed. occupations, reducing
the'percent in traditional female occupations to a little over 50

percent. As the data in Table 1 suggest and data published elsewhere

(Berryman et al., 1981)lshow, the'type of training actiﬁity (classroom
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i

or OJT) had a marked effeFt on traditionality of the occupation in which
the parson is trained. Relative to OJT, a classroom training assignment
increased women's chances of being trained in traditional fémale
occupations’by about 60 percent. It decreased the chances of being in a
mixed occupation by about’the same amount. Although classroom training
. assignments reduced female chances of being trained in a traditional
male oécupation, the effects were not as great for this as for ihe other

two occupational types.

The data reveal that OJT imcreased women's chances of being trained
. in mixed and traditional male occupations primarily as a function of
0JT's occupational mix, not of less traditignal occupational -assignments
‘ /
for [females in OJT. OJT contains much larger proportions of traditional
male and mixed occupations. Thus, although women entered the OJT
traditional female slots in disproportionate numbers, the small numbers

of these slots in OJT forced some occupational desegregation. These

»

data indicate that if CETA increases women's OJT participation, they
will .simultaneously increase occupational desegregation for women. “
Table & shows whether, relative to the occupation of their last pre-
CETA‘job, adult female and male CETA job holders stayed in the same
occupational type or moved to a new one. Thus, for those in pre-CETA
- occupations traditional éor their sex, this table shows how much CETA
changed participants’ occupational patterns. For those in pre-CETA
mixed occupétions or occupations nontraditional for their sex, they show
CETA's ability to continue participants’ occuﬁa;ional patterns.
About 75 percent of adult females who had traditionally female pre-

CETA jobs entered traditionally female CETA jobs. Of those who moved

out of traditionally female pre-CETA jobs, over two-thirds entered- mixed

CETA jobs.

2()
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Table &

OCCUPATION OF LAST PRE-CETA JOB BY OCCUPATION OF CETA
JOB FOR MALES AND FEMALES

(FY76-78)
(Percent)

Occupatfon of CETA Job

Occupation in . Traditibnal Traditional

Pre-CETA Job Male Job Female Job Mixed Job Total

FEMALE

" Traditional Male = 37.6 43.4 19.0 100.0

Traditional Female 6.8 75.8 17.4 100.0
Mixed 9.9 44 .8 45.3 100.0

MALE
Traditional Male 84.0 4.2 11.9 100.1
Traditional Female 39.4 37.2 . 23.4 100.0

" Mixed | 54.0 7.6 38.4 100.0

For adult females whose last pre-CETA job was a traditionally

occupation, CETA retained less than 40 percent in‘their pre~-CETA

occupational type and ﬁl?éed more than 40 percent in traditionally
female occupations. For fgmales who had pre-CETA mixed jobs, CETA
retained 45 percent in the same occupational type, placing over 40

percent in traditional female occupations.

21

male
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Ad;lt,méles had patterns similar to those of their-female
.counterparts, but their redistributions among categories differed
somewhat from the féméle redistributions; A traditional male ﬁre-CETA.
job had more holding power'fbr males than a graditional fe&ale pr;-
CETA job had for females; less than 20 percent of the males shifted out
of this category. Males shifted out of traditignal feméle pre-CETA jobs
at almost the same rate as feméles'shifted out of traditional male pre-

CETA jobs. They shifted out of mixed occupations at higher rates. v .

In sum, for those who had pre-CETA occupations traditional foﬁz

their sex, CETA changed the occupatioﬁal type of proportionately more

females than ﬁales. For those with pre-CETA miXed occupations or
: occupations nontraditional for their sex, CETA retained the same or a
higher percent of females than maleé in CETA occupations of the same
type. However, CETA did not shift three-quarters of those female; with
t;aditionally female pre-CETA occupations® into mixed or traditional male
accupations. They did not retain even half of tho;e women in pre-CETA
mixed or traditional male occupations in occupations of the same type
and placed most of the changers. in traditional female occupations, not
mixed or traditional mAle occupations.

Finally, we can ask about CETA's record in meeting;clients'
occupational preferences,‘as expressed in traditionality terms. In each
fiscal year more than‘h;lf of the adult female respondents indicated
that they had had occupational preferences at the time of CETA
entry.[17] For those who expressed preferences, an increasing proportion

[17)The percentages were 65 percent, 57 percent, and 59 percent for
FY76, FY77, and FY?78, respectively. The occupational preference data
came from questions on the CLMS that asked: "Did you want & certain

kind of (job/job training) when you visited the manpower office?" |[1f
Yes] "What was the (job/job training) that you wanted?"

‘ 22
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wanted traditional male jobs across time (5 percent to 10 percent).

However, the total percent was still small. The maJority--but a -
dec11n1ng majority (from 69 percent in FY76 to 55 percent in
FY78)--wanted traditional female jobs. An increasing proportion (from’
26 percent to 35 percent) wanted mixed jobs

-

The data on occupational preferences should be treated with
caution Participants ansWered the preference question after they had
enrolled in CETA and most had been assigned to an’occupation Their
responses may be biased in the direction of their post-enrollment
occupational a551gnments.. If they had .no pre- enrollment preferences,
they may have responded to this question by naming their assigned CETA
occupation. If they were assigned to an occupation different from their
pregerence, they may have accommodated to the discrepancy by modifying

"their original preference. Both of these potential biases would produce
over-estimates of the match between preferred and actual assignment. As
such, our‘databon the match between preferred and actual occupational

assignments represent the maximum responsiveness of CETA to clients'

preferences.

Table 5 shows the CETA ocCupationai distribution of adult females

relative to their preferences at CETA entry. Less than half of the
females who wanted traditienal male or mixed jobs got them. Of the
females who wanted and failed'to get traditional male jobs, 69 percent
ended up in traditipnal female jobs. , Similarly, of the females whe
wanted and did not get mixed jobs, 82 percent ended up in traditional
female jobs. Over 75 percent of the wemen‘who wanted to get traditional '

female jobs got them. Of those who wanted and failed to get traditional

female jobs, almost 75 percent got mixed, not traditional male, jobs.

23
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Table 5

[

DISTRIBUTION OF/DESIRED OCCUPATION BY OBTAINED OCCUPATION
7. FOR MALE AND FEMALE -CETA JOB HOLDERS

(FY76-78)
(Percent)

Occugation of CETA Job "

1

Occupation of Traditional Traditional ‘

Pre-CETA Job Male Job Female Job Mixed Job Total

FEMALE
Traditional Male 41.6 40.5 17.9 100.0
Traditional Female 6.1 77.9 16.0 . 100.0
Mixed 9.7 43.4 46.8 100.0

" - ‘ y

MALE
Traditional Male 84.6 4.2 11.3 100.0,

‘ / Traditional Female | 31.9, 43.9 24.2 100.0

Mixed 50.1 . 1.6 42.3 160.0

In sum, from FY76-§8 CETA employed or trained less than half of its
female participants in“graditional male or mixed occupat{ons. The
percents increased acr;ss fiscéijears'and were higher in OJT than in
CETA's classroom training or job services. Relative to the female
percent in the particular CETA service, females in OJT were in fact much
h

more likely to be assigned to traditional female occupations than

females in classroom training. _0JT's better occupational desegregation
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record was attributable to the sma!l number of traditionai female

occupational slots in that activity. For women whose last pre-CETA job

had been a traditional male or mixed/occupation, CETA qﬁbloyed less than
half ip occupations of the same traditionality type, shifting almost
half of the "moversh into traditional female occupations. For women
whose last pre-CETA job had been a traditional female occupation, CETA
shifted 25 percent to a mixed or traditional mgle occupation--primarily
to the former? Finally, for women who had occupational preferences at
CETA entry, the match between preferred and actual CETA occupat;on was
much higher for those with traditional female preferenceg'than for those

with traditional male or mixed preferences.

WAGE IMPLICATIONS OF CETA OCCUPATIONS

The low wages of traditional female occupations are one of the
primary reasons for trying to desegregate occupations for women. From
this perspective wages are the critical basis for judging women's

s

occupational experiences in CETA. We examine their wages during CETA

and the wages paid in the unsubsidized sector for the CETA occupation in

which they trained or were employed. . : g

In-CETA Wages

4
We assess the CETA wage implications of female CETA octupat ional
assignments in three ways: by one-digit Census occupational codes, the
CETA service, and the traditionality of the occupation.

Table 6 shows the real average hourly CETA wage by seX for the one-

., digit Census occupational codes. Without excéptt?n males e@rn higher

hourly wages than females in the same occupational category.
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. Table 6
AVERAGE HOURLY WAGE OF CETA OCCUPATIONS BY SEX

(FY76-79)
(Constant Dollars)

= 24

Occupation Males Females
. Professional/ . . ’ S
Technical ﬁ§3.56 $3.39
L ) * . * PR, YN '
Managerial/ .
Administrative $3.78 & $3.56
sales Workers §3.24, $2.49
Clerical $3.05 $2.69
. B
Crafts $3.25 T 82.72
Operatives $3.19 ' o $2.67 A
‘ "
Transportation ~_ . !
Equipment .
Opwratives $3.04 g 292.75 .
- g% ’
Laborers $2.97 $2-%1 Q '
Service $2.86 SZ%%W
Average $3.10 $2.76 “

$on
-,

Table 7 shows the iga! average hourly wage by sex agd CETA
activity. Both sex and CETA acpi&ity effect CETA wages. If we look at
wages by sex for the same CETA activity, males again get systemaﬁfﬁill;
higher wiges than females. The effects of CETA activity are the same
.for mal¢5'and females--and, as data published elsewhere'shéw, for

whites, blacks, and hispanics (Berryman and VWaite, 1982)‘¢?AP the last

column of Table 7 shows, the rank order of wages by CETA activity is:




\
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5
Table 7

FY 76-79 AVERAGE HOURLY WAGE BY CETA ACTIVITY AND SEX

\ ’('

, (Constant Dollars)

.\L;

CETA Activity | "~ . Males - - Females Total
Classroom Training | 2:23 - 2.06 C 2,130
0T ' 3.22 2,70 3.04

Work Experience , 2.51 2.38 2.45
 Public Service Employment 3.30 - 3.09 v 3.24

‘PSE > 0JT > Work'Experience >'Classroom Training. lWe noted edrlier
that females are more apt to be funneled 1nto T1tle I than males. Onee
in- T1tle I, they are more apt to be funneled into classroom tra1n1ng and
work exper1ence activities than males. Thus, a huch larger percent of
CETA females than CETA males are rn the two act1V1t1es (work exper1ence

¢ 3
-and classroom training) that receive the loWest CETA wages

Data publ;shed elsewhere show that]women'got loWer‘wages than men:
‘ in each of the three traditionality categories (Berryman et al., 1981).
~The wage d1fferences between the sexes were greatest for the tradltlonal
female occupatlons, less and about equal in the trad1tional male and t
mixed occupatlons : \\ o o
WOmen in CETA joh tfzining got somewhat lower hourly wages if they

trained in a traditional female occupatlon than if they tra1ned in

. either a %radltlonal male or m1xed occupat ion: However, tra1n1ng 1n a

tradltlonal female occupatlon did not reduce the wages of. -men, relative

’




to the wages of those training in traditional male and mixed

occupations and the highest in

* traditional female occupation did not depress their wages relati

c- 25 -

L]

i ‘ N ot
occupations.
v

/ Women in CETA jobs/got the lowest wage rates in traditional female

mixed occupations. Although men in CETA
- \ .

jobs also gdf the highest wage rates

in mixed occupations, working in a
s‘ B 1 B

the wages aSSoéiated with traditional male occupationsf

~

Post-CETA Wages - : o - T {

"also shows the 1979 unemplpymént rates and median weekly earnings for

. octupations; those with the lowest median weekly wage rates, the

/

We do not know the relationship between the. occupation of the CETA
job or jdb training and that of pos;-CETA jobs. -HoweVer, if CETA

clients train or work in occupations whose counterparts in the *
S , T v .

unsubsidized sector have high unemployment rates, they should have less
. . \

chance of éapitaliZingvon their CETA occupational experience. If the

unsubsidized counterparts of their CETA occupations have low wages and
o .

CETA clients.obtain 4 post-CETA job in the same occupation as their CET

.,

‘occupation, their wages will be low. - o .

-

‘Table 8 shows how CETA males and females distributed across' the one-
digit Census occupational codes by CETA service (fraining and.jobs). It
these occupations in the unsubsidized sector. The occupations with the A

highest 1979 unemployment raﬁes were the operative, laboref,»and service

N -

élerical, operative, laborer, and service occupations.
. Of those in, CETA jobs,'CETA employed 80 percent of the women and 67 ~°
percent of the men in the fbur occupations whose unsubs idized

. T~
counterparts had the lowest wages and/or higher unemployment rates.

‘ -.h( . ('. , i B
Seventy-five percent of the women were employed in oRly .two occupations,

o’




Table 8

FY76-79 CETA,

i

s

AR

OCCUPATIONAL DISTRIBUTION BY SEX AND CETA ACTIVITY AND THE 1979 UNEMPLOYMENT
RATES AND MEDIAN WAGES OF OCCUPATIONS N THE UNSUBSIDIZED SECTOR ’

[y

-

Unsubsidized Sector

Males Females
T ) 1979 Median '
CETA CETA CETA CETA - 1979 Weekly Earnings{c)
Occupational Training Job Training Job Unemp loyment (Fulitime wage and
Category(a) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) Rates(b) salary workers)
. Professional/ / ' :
- Technical 5.6 10.8 6.4 4.y 2,4 $316
Managerial/
Administrative 2.0 2.8 1.0 2.2 2.1 $349
Sales wWorkers C 2.5 0.3 2.1 0.8 3.9 $254- .
Clerical Y 6.1 .2 53.3 53.5 4.6 $195
“Crafts 35.5 4.4 4.3 1.4 4.5 $303
Operat ives 28.7 4.0 .9 1.4 8.4 $211
fransportation ¢ ,
Equipment .
Operatives 4.0 4.4 0.3 0.7 5.4 s27°2 ,
Laborers 7.7 30. 1 1.0 3.5 10.8 $206 ,
| service 7.9 25.9 19.6 22.1 7.3 $164
Total or Average 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0" ( 5:8 S2ul

that do -not occur in the CETA occupational structure:
and Supervisors, and Private Household Workers.

(b)SOURCE: Table A-23. - U.S.

Department of Labor,
President, 1980, p. 257. .

I
. (c)SOURCE: Table 704. U.S. Bureau of the Census,
1980 (101st Fdition). Washington, D.C., 1980, p. u2y,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(a)These are the one-digit census occupational categouries,

29

They exclude Lhree categories
Farmers and Farm Managers, Farm Laborers

Employment and Training Réporc,gj the

Statistical Abstract of the United States:

~

2 -
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'

clerical and service; over 50 percent of the men, in laborer and service

© o jobs. For those in CETAvtraining, CETA did not alter the percent of

women in, low wage occupatioﬁé, but reduced the percent of men .in these
. *

occupations -from 67 to 50 percent. ) ‘ : .

a

Thus, from FY76-79 CETA employed most women in occupations with low /

v B

wages in the unsubsidized sector. They did not use training to alter

; the prqpprtionvof women in economically less secure occupations. They
employed most men in two of the economically least secure occupations.
However, they used training to reduce the percent of men in the four low-

wage occupations from two—thirds to half.

Conclusion
Tralning or worklng in traditlonal male or mlxed occupations gave

women hlgher CETA wages than training or working in traditional female

occupations. Howeveg, CETA wages were consistently lower for women than

s

& o -
for men in the same Census occupation, in the same CETA service, or in

the same tradltlonallty category.

Of those in CETA jobs, CETA employed 80 percent of the women and 67
percent of the men in the four occupations whose unsubsidized
counterpafts had the lowest wages and/or higher unemployment rates. For
thoseAin CETA training, CETA did not altep the percent of women in lower
wage occupations, but reduced the percent of men in these occepations
f;om 67 to 50 percent

However we judge CETA's occupational desegregation record, the
bottom line of that record for women--their CETA wages and pos;-CETA

’

economic prospects--is not impressive.

ERIC - o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




